Little has been written on the role of gender in Jewish philanthropy, and there is even less empirical research on gender differences between Jewish men and women, or between Jews and non-Jews by gender. This study examines Jewish philanthropy by type of giving and gender. Specifically, we examine the differing amounts given to charity (both religious and secular) across eight groups, controlling for other factors that may affect philanthropic giving. These included four groups of married couples: those consisting of two Jewish spouses, of a Jewish man and a non-Jewish woman, of a non-Jewish man and a Jewish woman, and of two non-Jewish spouses; and four groups of singles: Jewish men, Jewish women, non-Jewish men and non-Jewish women. Using three waves of data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), we used regression methods to examine the differences among the groups. Results indicated that the probability of giving and the amount given among Jewish women married to non-Jewish men are significantly less than among all other groups.
Philanthropy is rooted and often reflected in the values and norms of the religious groups that compose our communities. As Gary Tobin has remarked, "What communities as a whole and the subgroups within them think and feel are often revealed through their patterns of giving." 1 The relationship between religion and philanthropic giving has been extensively deliberated in the sociological, historical and religious studies literature. Empirical research-primarily from the U.S.-shows a strong and positive relationship between religious involvement and giving, for both secular and religious giving. 2 For the most part, these studies indicate that religious affiliation, church membership and/or frequency of church attendance appear to have an important impact on philanthropic behavior-even after controlling for human and other demographic characteristics.
Several cross-denominational studies have compared giving between Protestants and Catholics, 3 but few have addressed giving by other religious groups. 4 Although the Jewish population is small in size (approximately 13.3 million worldwide, over 40% of them in the United States), 5 the Jewish religion enjoys a long and rich history of philanthropy. "As a community," say Tobin and A.K. Weinberg, "Jews give disproportionately more than their numbers would indicate and even more so when it comes to America's largest gifts." Specifically, American Jews provide 25% of the largest donations to higher education, and more than 90% of the gifts of $1 million or more disbursed by Jewish donors and foundations go to a wide variety of non-Jewish charities. 6 Several Jewish scholars have discussed the importance of tzedakah-charity; literally: "doing justly"-a Jewish religious obligation to provide for those in need. 7 As J.I. Lifschitz puts it, "Jewish tradition insists that man can, and should, have a powerful impact upon the material world." 8 Tobin characterizes Jewish philanthropy as being both a "reflector" of Jewish values, mirroring the values and character of the Jewish community at large, and a "determinant and molder" of those values. 9 Accordingly, philanthropy is highly institutionalized in American Jewish life, 10 and examples abound of Jewish foundations that are dedicated to "educating, leading, and defining the values of American Jewish society." Jewish identity has been found to be strongly associated with philanthropic behavior. 11 Nevertheless, empirical research on Jewish giving is extremely limited. 12 The purpose of this study is to take a closer look at giving within American Jewish households and to examine differences by sex between Jewish and non-Jewish giving to both secular and religious causes, controlling for other factors that may affect philanthropic giving. Although there is some research on how charitable giving is decided and managed within a household, 13 little inquiry has focused on gender differences across religious denominations. This study will compare household giving by gender, married versus single status, and Jewish versus non-Jewish households.
Jewish Philanthropy
The few comparative studies that have included Jewish giving have produced some noteworthy findings. I.E. Berger's study of philanthropic behavior by religion in Canada found Jews and conservative Protestants to be very similar in their reasons/ motives for giving. Members of both groups were highly motivated by their feelings of altruism and perceived social obligations; for both, their giving was determined by strongly held "positive personal attitudes coupled with strong norms of group obligation and reciprocity." Among Jews, in particular, "group norms support general communal giving, as opposed to religious giving . . . 72% of Jewish giving is directed toward non-religious causes . . . , making the Jewish group the highest givers in the non-religious domain." factors-were more likely both to give and to give larger amounts in order to help people with basic needs for food, shelter or other basic necessities. 15 These findings are consistent with Jewish beliefs and with the explicit biblical commandments to give charity to the poor and not to ignore their distress. Jewish theology, according to Lifschitz, gives the individual "both the power and the responsibility to fashion the world as he sees fit and thereby take care of himself and of those around him" by helping the weak and giving to the poor. 16 The most comprehensive data collected in The National Jewish Population Survey 2000-01 support the importance of tzedakah among Jews, indicating that charitable and philanthropic giving are deep-rooted in Jewish life. Specifically, this report found that 62% of American Jews give to non-Jewish causes, and 41% donate to Jewish causes other than federations.
17 Using data from the Survey, C. Kadushin and L. Kotler-Berkowitz examined how informal social networks and formal organizational memberships among American Jews are related to philanthropy, controlling for demographic characteristics as well as denomination. 18 They found that formal Jewish organizational memberships considerably raised the odds of Jews giving to non-Jewish causes, though not as much as it influenced their giving to Jewish causes, while strong informal networks with other Jews actually had a detrimental effect on giving to non-Jewish causes. Using control variables constructed from the Survey, their study also found that sex had no significant effect on giving to non-Jewish causes or to the Jewish Federation system.
Jewish philanthropic behavior was found by the Survey to be closely linked to age, life cycle, region and income. Although gender differences were not specified in this report, Tobin discusses the increasing influence of Jewish women in philanthropy. He contends that Jewish women have gained significant assets through increased labor participation, living past or divorcing wealthy husbands, or inheritance, allowing them to be "major contributors and decision-makers" and to take on important leadership roles within the philanthropic community. 19 Tress and Kosmin's analysis showed that Jewish women's giving in federations is substantial-33.5% of the total gifts raised by united Jewish community campaigns. 20 Moreover, recent empirical research supports the increasing role that women overall play in economic and philanthropic decisionmaking. 21 Furthermore, according to a commentary on Jewish women's philanthropy written by Susan Weidman Schneider, "partnership is the model for most Jewish couples." 22 Jewish women make independent financial decisions and influence their husbands' giving decisions.
Women's philanthropy presents an extraordinary developing opportunity to the Jewish community and to the world. In the past 30 years, women have emerged on the philanthropic landscape as a visible and bold presence. They are changing the face of philanthropy and transforming society around the world. Today's reality is that women, strengthened by increasing economic power and education, are as likely as men to be philanthropists. As Jewish philanthropy changes from a focus on federations to a more individual, market-driven base dominated by individuals and family foundations, 23 research examining gender differences will be ever more important.
Giving and Gender
Most of the empirical research that examines the relationship between gender and giving reveals that females are more generous and donate more to charity than males. 24 However, HoAndreoni and Vesterlund's germinal study demonstrated that the question "Who is more generous?" is complex. Their study found differences in the "demand curves for altruism," with men being more responsive to the price of giving. They concluded that men are more generous when it is cheap to give, while women are more generous when it is more expensive to give. 25 Cox and Deck, by contrast, found that women's generosity is more income-elastic; they were more responsive than men to variations in the cost of giving 26 and were more likely to be generous when the stakes were lower. Kamas, Preston and Baum found that, under anonymous conditions, women gave significantly more than men; that they were more likely than men to give all the money away and less likely to keep all of the money; and that pairs consisting of one man and one woman gave more than same-sex pairs, with pairs of men giving the least: "Men acting with men behave more selfishly than women-however, when paired with women, men are willing to give more." 27 Mesch et al. and Rooney et al., using, respectively, a representative national sample and an Indiana sample, found that single women, married men and married women were significantly more likely to be donors than single men. 28 Piper and Schnepf's study examining men's and women's giving patterns in Great Britain supports the findings of Mesch et al. and Rooney et al. Women were more likely to give to charity, and this finding held for singles as well as married couples, with controls for background characteristics. 29 Very relevant to our study, Andreoni, Brown and Rischall found evidence that charitable giving by married couples who decide on it jointly resembles the giving of married couples in which the husband alone decides. That is, even when married couples decide jointly, "husbands seem to be getting more of what they want than wives do." 30 Replication of this study using a different data set produced similar results: whether the husband or the wife was the primary decision-maker on charitable contributions produced significant differences in household giving. 31 However, virtually no research has been conducted on gender differences in philanthropic giving within or across religious denominations or on the role of gender in Jewish philanthropy, and we could find no empirical research comparing Jews and non-Jews by gender. Our study, based on data obtained from large-scale survey of philanthropic giving in the United States, is a first effort to redress this deficiency.
Methodology and Analysis
Our analysis uses three waves of data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), fielded by the University of Michigan's Institute for Survey Research. Started in 1968, the PSID is the largest (n = 8,002 households) and longest-running panel study in the world, with a year-to-year retention rate of 96% or above. The study includes a nationally representative sample and an over-sample of low-income and minority households. The present analysis uses both samples and therefore also uses the sample weights in order to obtain results representative of the U.S. population.
Starting in 2001, the Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University developed and sponsored a philanthropy module within the PSID: the Center on Philanthropy Panel Study (COPPS). Respondents are asked about their giving and volunteering in various subsectors. In addition, starting in 2003, the Center developed and sponsored questions about religious attendance.
We split the PSID charitable giving data into secular and religious giving. Respondents (i.e., households) are asked the following about religious giving:
Did you make any donations specifically for religious purposes or spiritual development, for example to a church, synagogue, mosque, TV or radio ministry? Please do not include donations to schools, hospitals, and other charities run by religious organizations. I will be asking you about those donations next. A similar question was asked about giving to secular causes, listed as including the following categories: (1) combination of purposes, such as the United Way, the United Jewish Appeal, Catholic Charities or local community foundation; (2) health care or medical research; (3) education; (4) youth or family services; (5) arts, culture or ethnic awareness; (6) improve neighborhoods and communities; (7) environment; (8) international aid; and (9) other. If the household gave $25 or less, the amount was set to zero in the data.
For the present study, we examine differences between men's and women's giving by breaking the sample down into eight household groups: married couples consisting of (1) two Jewish spouses, (2) a Jewish man and a non-Jewish woman, (3) a non-Jewish man and a Jewish woman, and (4) two non-Jewish spouses; and single households including (5) single Jewish men, (6) single Jewish women, (7) single non-Jewish men, (8) single non-Jewish women. The single households included individuals who were never married, divorced/separated, and widows/widowers. Our total sample (Jews and non-Jews) is 6,359 households, of which 149 had at least one Jewish member: 60 Jewish married couples, 57 intermarried couples and 32 Jewish singles. The relatively small size of the Jewish sample population, which accurately reflects the percentage of Jews in the U.S. population (around 2%), should be borne in mind when interpreting the results. Even so, as we will see, the sample size is large enough to draw statistically significant distinctions between families in which Jewish women are married to non-Jewish men and other Jewish households.
In analyzing the results, we use regression methods to examine gender differences among households with Jewish members while controlling for differences in their observable characteristics, such as income, wealth, education, age, number of children, Note: The summary statistics are weighted to account for unequal selection probability and attrition in the study. The amount in brackets is the median.
age of youngest child, region, employment status and health. The use of the PSID has several advantages. First, we can determine whether any gender differences among households with Jewish members are similar to those that exist among all households, or whether there are gender differences that are specific to Jews. Second, we can examine differences among households longitudinally across the same respondents/ household over three years (2000, 2002 and 2004) , instead of the more usual singleyear cross-section, which runs the risk of missing respondents who gave in one year and not another. Third, the PSID data, both on giving and on important control variables such as income and wealth, are of high quality. Mark Wilhelm has argued that the quality of the COPPS data may be superior to that collected in other household surveys of charitable giving, because of the PSID staff's experience in data collection and the respondents' familiarity with the survey procedure.
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Results Tables 1, 2 and 3 report the descriptive statistics for the sample. Table 1 compares religious and secular giving (as defined by the study), without controls, in the non-Jewish households and those with a Jewish member. The data show that households with at least one Jewish individual were 11% more likely to give to religion (69% as opposed to 62%) and gave an average of 54% more ($2,221 as opposed to $1,440) than nonJewish households. For secular giving, the difference in the percentage of givers was significantly greater (96% as opposed to 76%)-so that the households with at least one Jewish member were 26% more likely to give to secular causes and gave an average of three times more ($1,967 as opposed to $660) than the non-Jewish households. Table 2 , which breaks down the sample of marrieds and singles into the eight abovementioned groups, again without controls, yields some noteworthy comparative data. First, for the couples, if one (either the man or the woman) or both members were Jewish, secular giving was higher compared to non-Jewish couples. Second, if both were Jewish, the likelihood and amount of religious giving was greater than for any of the other married couples. Third, comparing married couples in which both spouses were non-Jewish or both Jewish, we see that the Jewish couples gave significantly more and were more likely to give than the non-Jewish couples to both religious and secular causes. The Jewish singles, too, both men and women, were more likely to give and gave more to secular causes than the non-Jewish singles. The single Jewish men gave the most to both secular and religious causes (though we again caution by noting the very small sample size for this group, n = 12), and their average amount of religious giving was especially high. We examined the reported amounts for the single Jewish men to confirm the accuracy of these data. 33 However, the single Jewish women gave significantly less to religion than the non-Jewish singles, both men and women. Table 3 reports the demographic characteristics of the sample: income, wealth, education, age, number of children and percentage of heads of households employed in the workforce. These data indicated that, in our sample, income and wealth were much greater among the couples with a Jewish female spouse married to a non-Jewish male than in the other comparison groups; education was highest for a single Jewish men and for couples whose members were both Jewish; and the mean age of the head of household was higher for the couples whose members were both Jewish and for the single Jewish women. Table 4 reports a set of results that parallel those in Table 2 , except that they are taken from a regression model that controls for: (a) income (in 2004), 34 (b) average wealth (assets-with and without house), (c) education (categorical variable, less than high school through post-B.A.), (d) age, (e) number of children, (e) age of youngest child, (f) region (dummy variable of regions in U.S.), (g) employment status (working or not working) and (h) health (poor/fair/good). In the regressions, the omitted reference group was that of the intermarried couples consisting of a Jewish woman and a non-Jewish man. For secular giving, the results in Table 4 indicated that the probability of giving for the couples in the reference group (couples consisting of a Jewish woman married to a non-Jewish man) was significantly lower than the probability for all other groups, except for the single non-Jewish men, who were not significantly different from the reference group. These couples also gave significantly less to secular causes than all groups except for the non-Jewish singles, both men and women. The single Jewish men had the highest probability of secular giving and were about 13% more likely to give to secular causes than the couples in the reference group, while the single Jewish women were 10% more likely to do so. These data may be interpreted similarly for all the groups as compared to the reference group. Column 2 indicates the relative amounts given by those who gave. The data show that the single Jewish men gave the most to secular causes, roughly 167% more than the reference group; the single Jewish women gave 84% more; and the intermarried couples consisting of a non-Jewish woman and a Jewish man gave 118% more. The data for the other groups may be interpreted similarly.
Columns 3 and 4 present the data for religious giving by group. Column 3 indicates that non-Jewish married couples were 18% more likely to give to religious causes than the reference group; married Jewish couples were 11% more likely to give; single Jewish men were 12.6% more likely to give; and single non-Jewish women were 12.1% more likely to give than the reference group. Column 4 shows that the non-Jewish married couples also gave 78% more than the reference group, and single non-Jewish women gave about 59% more. 35 
Discussion
The extant literature on philanthropic giving indicates that single females, married men and married women are significantly more likely to be donors to charity than single men 36 and that females are more likely to give to religious causes. 37 More specifically, Piper and Schnepf found that while married men and women show the same level of support for religious organizations, single women are nearly twice as likely as single men to give to them. Even after controlling for variables like age, income, living alone, region, education and proxies for wealth, this gender difference remains significant.
38
Our study is somewhat at odds with these findings. In our sample, the single Jewish men were the most likely to give and gave more to secular causes than all the other groups, and they also gave more often to religious causes than other singles. This finding must be interpreted with more than the usual amount of caution, however, due to the small sample of single Jewish men in our data set. Thus, these results should be interpreted as suggestive of a promising topic for future study.
Our study's most surprising finding concerns married households and their different patterns of religious and secular giving. Among the intermarried Jews, giving to religious causes was predictably low compared with other groups. Additionally, if we look at the frequency distribution of the variable "attendance at religious services per year" within married households, we find that those who married within their faith reported a significantly higher frequency of religious attendance than couples who intermarried. 39 Which spouse was Jewish made no difference in the frequency of religious attendance. These results are expected, in light of the standard finding that religious observance and other indicators of Jewish identification are lower among the intermarried. 40 Secular giving, however, follows a very different pattern. The intermarried couples with a Jewish female spouse gave significantly less to secular causes than all other groups-singles and couples-except for the single non-Jewish men. The intermarried couples with a non-Jewish female spouse were 12% more likely to give than those with a non-Jewish male spouse; the non-Jewish married couples were 11% more likely to give; the Jewish married couples were 9.8% more likely to give; the single Jewish women were 10% more likely to give; the single Jewish men were 13% more likely to give; and the single non-Jewish women were 7% percent more likely to give.
Why were these couples-consisting of a Jewish woman who marries a non-Jewish spouse-less likely than the other groups to give to secular causes? One possible explanation is that, for American Jews, the religious/secular distinction is not clearly delineated. 41 Philanthropy to Jewish causes 42 or organizations such as the United Jewish Appeal, Jewish day schools and the United Jewish Federation-classified in this study as "secular" causes-may, for many Jews, fit under the rubric of religious giving. As Della Pergola has noted, "over time Jewish identification has massively drifted from religious commitment, to ethnic bond, to cultural residue, from much more to less binding and mutually exclusive valence. These changes translate into transformed individual perceptions of the meaning of Jewish collective association." Several factors mitigate this concern for our study. First, data collection was conducted through Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI) with each respondent, as opposed to self-administered mail-in surveys. As we have already noted, the question regarding religious giving was worded clearly to exclude giving to schools, hospitals and other charities run by religious organizations. The question regarding donations to secular causes was worded equally clearly to include categories like education, health and culture. The way these questions were posed reduced any potential misunderstanding of the survey's definition of "religious" giving versus "secular" giving. Furthermore, because an actual person asked these questions, the researchers were able to clarify any misunderstanding with the respondent during the survey process.
Second, we repeated the regression analyses examining secular giving by (1) excluding "combined-purpose" organizations such as the United Jewish Appeal, Catholic Charities, the United Way, etc.; (2) excluding "educational" and "combined purposes" giving; and (3) combining "educational" and "combined purpose" giving into one category. If the Jews in our sample had responded that "religious" giving included some of the "secular" giving categories, there would be inconsistencies in our results. Each of these analyses is discussed in turn.
For the first of these repeat analyses, excluding "combined purpose" organizations, the results were the same as in the original analysis-the intermarried couples with a Jewish female spouse were significantly less likely to give and gave significantly less to secular causes than any other group. For the second analysis, excluding both "educational" and "combined purposes" categories, the results also were the same as in the original analysis-except for the single non-Jewish women, who showed no significant difference in their secular giving from the intermarried couples with a Jewish female spouse. In the third analysis, combining "educational" and "combined purposes" giving, the results were significant only for the following groups:
• The intermarried couples with a Jewish male spouse were 15% more likely to give and gave 94% more than those with a Jewish female spouse.
• The couples in which both spouses were Jewish were 11% more likely to give than those with only a female Jewish spouse, but there was no significant difference in the amounts given.
• The single Jewish women were 16% more likely to give and gave 100% more than the intermarried couples with a Jewish female spouse.
• The single Jewish men were about 20% more likely to give and gave 140% more than the intermarried couples with a Jewish female spouse.
These results provide further support for our findings: the intermarried couples with a Jewish female spouse were significantly less likely to give and gave significantly less to secular causes than (1) the intermarried couples with a Jewish male spouse; (2) the Jews who married Jews; (3) the single Jewish women; and (4) the single Jewish men.
These additional analyses support our original findings, and, thus, we can be more confident in our results. Why is this happening? We know that income and education are significant predictors of giving. Examining Table 3 , we see that average income, wealth and education were not consistent across the groups. From the descriptive statistics, we find that our reference group-the intermarried couples with a Jewish female spouse-had the highest mean income and wealth. However, Table 3 does not reflect the control variables used in our study. Controlling for income, wealth, education, age, number of children, age of youngest child, region, employment status and health allows us to take demographic and economic characteristics of the different sub-populations into account. Table 4 explicitly holds those demographics constant, so that differences in the demographics cannot explain the pattern we find. Inconsistently with extant research, the intermarried couples with Jewish female spouses turn out to have given less to secular causes than the other groups when we control for income and wealth in the regression.
A study by Brown and Ferris on the impact of social capital on giving and volunteering confirms the importance of social capital in explaining the generosity of individuals. As they remark, "social networks play an important role in eliciting philanthropic behavior from individuals in a community." 45 One possible explanation of our result is that intermarriage changes household giving differently according to which partner is Jewish, because this affects whether the couple is tied in to Jewish fundraising networks. 46 To the extent that Jewish fundraising networks in the past have been grounded in Jewish man-to-Jewish man connections, it may be that when a Jewish woman married a non-Jewish man, this weakened her linkage with these networks. If this is the explanation of our result, we would expect that the modernization of Jewish fundraising networks, so that they longer rely largely on Jewish manto-Jewish man connections, might change the picture, especially if a younger cohort of Jewish women were studied. 47 Another possible interpretation is that women who are socialized to the norms and expectations of U.S. culture may be more likely to adapt to their husbands' value systems. If Jewish men have been acculturated according to the universalistic principles of tzedakah or tikkun ha'olam (rectifying the world)-important norms and values of Jewish philanthropy-the non-Jewish women they marry may take on these values and conform to the giving norms, values and social networks of their Jewish husbands. As mentioned above, Andreoni, Brown and Rischall found evidence that the giving done by married couples who make their giving decisions jointly resembles that of married couples in which the husband is the decision-maker. 48 Hence, the giving patterns of Jewish women who intermarry may be conforming more to the giving patterns of non-Jewish men than to the giving patterns of other Jews. Additionally, Jewish women may self-select in marrying partners outside of their religion; their cultural connection to Jewish norms may be nominal and their Jewish social networks less extensive.
Another plausible explanation for our findings lies in the religious differences characteristic of American Jewish life-and particularly in the identifications of "Jewishness" likely to be given by, for example, secular, Reform, Conservative, Orthodox or ultra-Orthodox Jews. 49 Extant research has pointed to the existence of "more variability in attitudes and values within Judaism than there is between Judaism and other religions." 50 Consequently, the status of charity may be very different across Jewish denominations. For example, Monson found that denominational affiliation was significantly related to the types of causes to which Jews were likely to donate, 51 while Ritterband found that the Orthodox were "the most likely to give to Jewish campaigns, followed closely by the Conservatives, with the Reform adherents far behind." 52 Furthermore, we know that certain factors (such as intermarried parents, lower levels of Jewish education and age) affect the probability of intermarriage, and that its incidence is not equally proportional across all Jewish denominations and nondenominational Jews. 53 Are there more secular Jewish women among the intermarried couples with Jewish female spouses? Are there other demographic differences that were not measured in our study between the non-Jewish women who marry Jewish men and those who marry non-Jewish men? Our data set did not allow us to test for these differences, although studies have shown that intermarriage does affect Jewish identity. 54 For example, Phillips found that if the only Jewish parent is the father, the likelihood of Christian identification increases.
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Of course, one must keep in mind that our sample of Jews, while representative of the proportion of Jews in the U.S. population, is nevertheless small. The first order of business in evaluating the evidence we report of low giving among intermarried couples consisting of Jewish women and non-Jewish men is to seek additional evidence from a data set that over-samples Jews. Similarly, our study examines only American Jews and cannot be generalized to Jewish communities worldwide without further data collection.
Our study is one of the few that have compared giving behavior between Jews and non-Jews by sex and type of giving. It is distinguished by its high-quality, longitudinal data set. Future research needs to further address these issues by examining additional variables that may be unique to Jewish culture-particularly the influence of social capital and denominations within the Jewish religion, and how inter-marriage affects philanthropic behavior. 36 (2007) , pp. 65-84. 33. All twelve single Jewish men responded with the exact amounts that they gave to both religious and secular causes. This analysis revealed one large outlier in the religious giving data, a man who gave $60,412. We conducted the regression analyses with and without this outlier, and the main results remained basically unchanged. 34. We also ran these regressions using a log-log model for income rather than the dollar amount, but this did not change the results. 35. Comparisons between groups: Because the analysis used the intermarried couples consisting of a non-Jewish man and a Jewish woman as the reference group, the data in Table 4 indicate the relationship and significance between this group and each of the independent variables (i.e., the other groups). This table does not reveal the statistical significance among the other groups. However, by subtracting the probability of giving between two groups, we can determine the relative difference in their likelihood of giving. For example, to compare the probability of secular giving between the single Jewish women and the single Jewish men, we subtract .103 from .133; thus, the probability of giving for the single Jewish men was approximately 3% more than for the single Jewish women. By a similar calculation, we find that the single Jewish men were 6% more likely to give than the single non-Jewish women. The same calculations may be carried out for the amounts given. Again, for secular giving, the single Jewish men give 91% more than the couples in which both spouses were Jewish and 83% more than the single Jewish women.
